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 Book Reviews
 Saxon misunderstandings about Ideology and Utopia. Throughout, this
 "public biography with theoretical intent" is consistently but unemphati-
 cally informed by a model of agonistic intellectual exchange that, pace
 Habermas, refuses to draw a categorical line between strategic bar-
 gaining and discursive argument, acknowledging the reciprocal play of
 power and resistance in all learning and highlighting the essentially nego-
 tiable and negotiated character of all theoretical influences and settle-
 ments. This theory of transactional reciprocity is remarkably resonant,
 not only with the Foucauldian theme of power/knowledge but also with
 Callon and Latour's concept of translation, both of which may be seen
 as radical extensions of Mannheim's critical project but which are con-
 spicuously absent from the present study.
 If taken seriously and reflexively, such a model of transactional reading
 must also apply to the authors' own bargaining with the Mannheimian
 corpus and to my small attempt to bargain with them over its present-day
 significance. First of all, Kettler and Meja appear not a little to overstate
 Mannheim's alleged determination "to carry liberal values forward" and
 to underestimate the darker side of the Enlightenment mission of sociol-
 ogy to "rationalize the irrational." Their study frequently illustrates the
 uncanny proximity between Mannheim-style reformist "liberalism" and
 a quite illiberal authoritarianism, manifest not only in the imperial ges-
 ture of a totalizing sociology, but also in enduring longings for a scientifi-
 cally based and elite-steered social technology. Initially impelled by both
 Lukacs and Jaszi's cultural elitism, Mannheim's relentless missionary
 ambition does vary in directional emphasis but not in substance through-
 out his career; his gradual shift from "dialectics" to "objectivity," from
 radical "knowledge-political" perspectivism toward a more accommoda-
 tive "value-free" professionalism, does not mitigate but only intensifies
 the authoritarian risk that is already not so implicit in his early "stand-
 point epistemology." Democracy, the authors admit, remained an ambig-
 uous referent for Mannheim and was not highly valued as a goal; indeed,
 after initially derogating fascism as unworthy myth making and hyperac-
 tivism, Mannheim, the victim and exile, soon came to appreciate it as
 an alternative, although "perverted," planning system and to voice ad-
 miration, if not for fascist goals, then at least for fascist successes in
 achieving total social mobilization.
 While signaling this authoritarian undertow, the authors' own liberal
 rationalism deflects them from digging further into these uncanny prox-
 imities with right-wing thought, as exemplified by Freyer's Ethoswis-
 senschaft and theory of authoritarian planning, Schmitt's advocacy of
 totalitarian democracy, and Zehrer's conception of a revolution of the
 intellectuals. Paradoxically, however, it is the Weimar "knowledge poli-
 tician" who stands closer to liberal democratic values than the later
 "English" authoritarian positivist and sociotherapist, even though
 Mannheim's positivist retreat was precisely designed to abort the risk of
 total politicization induced by his epistemological closure of the gap be-
 tween the political and the scientific. If Mannheim presents a piece of
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 unfinished business to the sociological profession, as the authors rightly
 surmise, it is this radical Weimar posture regarding the reflexivity and
 situatedness of all knowledge that must newly be bargained for; it is a
 radicalism that is presently revitalized across a broad front represented
 by feminist standpoint epistemology, constructivist science studies, and
 Bourdieu's reflexive praxeology of culture. If the authors enjoin us to
 take up the work of critical self-reflection where Mannheim himself was
 deflected from it, it is here that the next intellectual bargain may be
 struck.
 Virtuosity, Charisma, and Social Order: A Comparative Sociological
 Study of Monasticism in Theravada Buddhism and Medieval Catholi-
 cism. By Ilana Freidrich Silber. Cambridge: Cambridge University
 Press, 1995. Pp. x+250. $54.95.
 David A. Smilde
 University of Chicago
 Two of the enduring challenges within Weberian scholarship have been
 to fill in the only cursory remarks Max Weber made on medieval Chris-
 tianity and to reconcile the "rise of the East" with Weber's traditional
 depiction of Western exceptionalism. Ilana Silber's comparative study of
 medieval monasticism in Buddhist Southeast Asia and Catholic Western
 Europe meets both challenges.
 Through comparison and contrast, Silber traces how, in each of the
 cases, the particular development of monasticism and its pattern of mate-
 rial and symbolic exchange with the larger society evolved under the
 impact of the major cultural-ideological and social-institutional charac-
 teristics of the civilizational context. In the case of medieval Catholicism,
 the ideological content of the Christian doctrine and the form of institu-
 tionalization of monasticism meant that the social and cultural prestige
 of religious virtuosi was readily translated into social power. Christian
 monasticism had a considerable capacity for institution building, devel-
 oped an autonomy vis-a-vis external political powers and the laity, and
 led to a diffusion of ascetic spirituality into other sectors of society. How-
 ever, it tended to be unstable in its social position and its pattern of
 interaction with the larger society. In the case of Theravada Buddhism,
 on the other hand, the ideological content of the Buddhist doctrine and
 the form of institutionalization of monasticism lead to a greater disjunc-
 tion between social and cultural prestige and social power. The Buddhist
 Sangha (the community of ascetics), while less structured and less autono-
 mous than Catholic monasticism, had a social position and pattern of
 interaction with other sectors of society that was more structured and
 permanent. While ascetic spirituality remained confined to the Sangha,
 the Catholic monasticism maintained the cultural centrality of other-
 worldly symbolic orientations in an enduring way.
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